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v TINKERING NITN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION FINANCING POLICY._ o
v ONE, MAN'S OPINION o B

.? The grbwth and opt1mism that character1zed higher education in the 1950 3
_ and 60 s have’ given; way abruptly to a.projected future of stab11izationo‘
| and Uncerta1nty Dur1ng the 1950 s and 60's the prob]em was how to prov1de
enodgh new’ 1nst1tut1ons and programs t¢ meet soc1ety S demand to move from
elite to mass h1gher education Higher educat1on s response to this demand
'15 a‘cause for pride because it was met we]]--but, in fact, h1gher education .
overresponded, and in some cases supply now is in excess of demand By
the 1ate 1960 3 there was evidence of . an overproduct1on of degree holders,
many of whom were either underemployed or unemp1oyed This overproduct1on, f
concern for the re1a§1ve usefulness of postsecondary education to the indi-
.v1dua1, and a genera] change in att1tude toward h1gher education led society
‘L o to shift its pr1or1ties ayay from trad1t1ona1 higher educat1on, with subsequent = ¢

w’;!
cutbacks-1n funding, while contr1put1ng~to enrollment stabilization. . L

|
J PR,
4

¢ ' T }
Now postsecondary educat1on is confronted w1th social demand for universal f_‘
) :‘access to two years of postsecondary educat1on It faces the prob]ems
of match1ng the supply. of 1Qst1tut1ons and programs with a more stabl& enro]]-’
‘ment, while also respond1ng to a demand for a greater d1vers1tyrof programc L
~)' to meet the learning needs of\a\much broader potentlal studenL population h
\ D |
‘The National Comn1ss1on on the F1hanc1ng of Postsecondary Educat1oniattempted
ljto analyze such problems and poss1b]e financing polic1es by compar1ng them

to,a set of obJect1ves describing the desired character of postsecondary

educat1on. Attempts were made to shnu, in-terms of objectives, the results /
t ‘ o

\
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v of implementing the various financing policies put forth. The Commission
dindicated the shortcomings of its anaiyses urging cautious use of the’ resuits
 and reconnending a judgmenta] review of aii the facts, opinions, and. underiying

assumptions prior to the selection of any particuiar financing policy

-~

'Can we now use the Commission s efforts to. get a reasonab]y c]ear focus on

'the problems and’ reach conciuSions about financing poiicy? Can we see at
least the first steps? Where do, we go from here? '
. - N L . . A ,;
/ .
This paper addresses the most important of postsecondary education' s probiems

\

that I believe may be affected by financing arrangements and offers my sugges-;

> .

" tions for their,aileviation or resolution.

In brief, I recommend the.fo]iowing\financing pOiiciesf

On Tuition:

. {-
°Low tuition at public institutions,shouid be maintained in recognition

J
of collective societai benefits and gﬁ,sociai ob]igations to individuais

and groups. B : - RN

—

R

L} 3 -
{. ' °If increased revenue must be obtained {rom students and their fami]ies, P

~tuition at public upper- diViSion and graduate ieveis shouid increuse

TR
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On State Responsibiiities' -

\a."

- °State and iocai governments shouid continue to be plimariiy responsibie

\', for the basic institutionai capability to offer a variety oﬁ-post-'

f_secondary educationa] programs and services to, mee the needs of their

. r/
: citizens. . ‘ - . \ '

. °State and local support of institutiéns shouid be iinked cioseiy,,
'but not exciusiveiy, to student enro]lments as a means to enc/grage i
institutions to respond rapidiy to student need

2

On Federal Responsibilitids: o A | \ o TT ' ’

1

Federai financing of postsecondary education sh0u1d compiement the .
'finanting ob]igations of state and’igoal government' At the present
time the federai government should assume major responsibiiity and
* initiatives for: o ‘
1. Equality of ;ccess - N ‘
. Research and graduate education R
'High priority profe 51ona1 and vocationai fields o
Educationai reform and 1nnoyation «//,, . #
Cooperative networks and centers B s -

~

- Making approoriat:ons in support of)federai programs sufficientiy

- R I R P R

in advance of disbursement to aiiow students, institutions, and

states to plan the aiiocation of their resources and make program

.decisions with knowiedge of the federa] support to be expected Q\

AN

»
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'0n.Phifanthropic-Support: o o
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'jg Phiianthropic support of postsecondary education, especiaiiy during a
_ time of increased emphasis on accountability anhd prqguctivity, is a
,'g 1_ major source of f]exibiiity for institutions, al]owing them to add

B J’pt’giued and additiona] support shouid be urged aud motivated State T
| Q\!:ederai governments shouid continue to Qrovide appropriate tax . '}
“ tives to motivate this support. ° B - ~§‘ ;f' |
‘k’\ ) ] Y ,‘ "e .’.. . ) ;"vv.
'« OnInstitutiona) Responsibilities: .

Insti!utions and systems of postsécondary’education should respond

, positiveiy to pubiic requests for reform and innovation. Present19:

_the maJor concerns inciude
— 1. Relevance of subject matten‘ |
2. Eearning process ’
- 3. Productivit& ' N
. | 4. Accountabii}ty y

5» Adm1551ons of part time and short term students. - 7ﬁ~)

S , , - ~

On Availability of Adequate Financial Support: .

i
- ) ] L : o 3 .
If che enterprise of postsezcondary education responds positively to

\:/ ‘
A

the pubiic concgrns identi?ied, I believe a supportive public will

. _' provide the additional funds necessary'to ocercome the:probiems.

significant and badly needed variety and texture to- ed\cationa] programs. SR
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h secondary education learning opp0rtunities for: all Who'can benefit and are

. RO R ~

-In making these recommendations two basic concerns bave infiuenced my

. thinking--the importance and desirability of providing a/gess to post-v»~

< motivated (demand). and the need to maintain a sufficient diversity of

fiexibie institutionai capabilities and iearning opportunities to respond

‘ito the iear?ing needs of individuais and society (suppiv/~ Financing policies '

‘ deveioped to. deai with the probiems d15cussed in this paper. are needed to o
’ |

.address the imbaiances between suppiy and demand that have occurred and

_to do ¢2:1in an equitapie manner.

v - - . : . . Lem

Now iet me distuss the maJor probiems .as I see  them, to exp]ain why I make

these recommendations. My views are subject to rev1$ion at any time in 1ight -

.of any new evidence or better expianations of existing evidence

-
» .

i w -

EQUALITY OF ACCESS f.Just as this nation begdn to demonstrate its commitment

to equaiity ‘of access to postsecondary education, the fipanciai crisis of

‘the late 1960 S and early 70's staiied those efforts. major issue in

adjusting financiai poiicies to new - rea‘it}es is how to finance continued -
efforts to provide access to. postsecondary education for the poor and the

minorities who are stili 51gnif1cantiy underrepresented

‘ Presumably out of the conviction that additionai pubiic»funds will not, or

should not,xbecome avaiiabie to postsecondary education, some have'prcposed N

. passing a significant portion of the cost of achieving equality ot access

Jto students and famiiies in the middie and upper -income groups by increasing .

tuition in public institutions.  The savings tqﬁpubiic subsidy realized

© O



T through 1nqreas1ng tuition then would be dedicated to student financial .

asststance. “In this way .the states wou1d jo1n with the federal government
19,3 continu1ng.effort to bring about equa11tg‘of access. .

LI

:The econom1c evidence I have studied suggests th1s plan would work quite "

;well, with the proviso that state governments dedicate the. tuition revenue
; gained (or sav1ngs in. public subs1dy at publfc 1nst1tut1ons, depend1ng on

| your preference of express1on) to f1nanc1a1 a1d to students in 1ow-1ncome

7 v

‘ cg;egories.

»

: I do not concur uith the proposition to 1ncrease tu1tfon, not'only as a

- matter of pr)nciple but also on pragmat1c grounds. N

;
L

°Inequ1ty of. student access 14 a prob]em for which our whole soc1ety
must accept vespon51b111ty, not just those who desire to rece1ve

pos}secondary educat1on benef1ts, because the roots of the prob]em

~ are economic ‘and social not ed{cational !ncreasing tu1t10n to prov1de

- student ffnancia] aid to the poor’ places a burden of redistr1but1on

~ of wealth on only those who receive postsecondary educat1on benefits,

not on the whole of society where it belongs. If we are proposing h
policy to redisfribute wealth, 1t shou]d be done through tax po11cy
and\hot through educationa] financing policy.

*

i
\d

© °The pO]iCj of Tow, tuitiongin pub]ic 1nst1tu ions has -Been” deve1oped
as a majter of pub]}c pollcy from the co v1ct1on that the social%

beneftts of postsecondary education Jystify such subsidy. I see*no

-
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'_access “to two years of postseeondary education has become more a

. N
. Lo . \
. Lo o
2
w -

str0ng or persistent evidence that this po]idy shou1d be changed On ’

the contrary. societa] expectations of the general educationa1 and - "
. -

| :societai ob]igation than an avenue: to- individual opportunity Ihus,

‘continued general pub]ic subsidy is justified and perhaps hould be

1ncreased "

°1 must note, huwever, that while my preferences are contrary, the

«economiés of the §atuation suggest that tthions at _the Upper division

and graduate ieve.s may have to rise to bring in sufficient revenue. o

The Justification for choosing these 1eve1s whi]e harsh is that

'current manpower proaections suggest a high probabiiity of underemp]oyment,>

if not unempioyment, of baccaiaureate, advanced professionai, and

v/ o
‘kgraduate deoree hoiders. To some extent this a]ready has occurred.- Thus .

society has. sonewhat 1ess motivation to finance these levels through |

. ‘generai subsidies. At the same time, an. individuai shouid have the

|
opportunity to seek such degrees if he or she is capab]e and is wiiiing
to bear some of the increased'costs or can obtain financiai assistance

“based on merit or financial need. .

-
- .

- “Tuition ieveisishouid_be set tow enough to assure that the majority of

‘'students can have access to publdc institytions without need for public

t N »
assistance. '

. 4 b

2y

{’ . “

?: skill, leyels of adu]ts have increased to the point where universai e



4

' !,‘°Increased tuttion at public institutions no matter what the disposition B
" of the increased revenue: will have an- adverse effect on middle-income o
fanilfes n that: T R 2
1. Somewhere between one and thrée percent of all students from

- ?f _?\-;.a middle-income famidies wi]l drop. out for»every $100 increase in -i
| ’ tﬁhtion, depending on the students leve\)and type of institution» p
. - attended. »v( L 'f"_ : o |
»‘ ,2.Mf\Those students who choose to remain in college must plaCe
tincreased financia] burdens on their families, which already
- a are strapped by financia] pressures in an erratic economy. or the>
o students will have to change their standard of living dramatica]]y
ST while'in college:.
o | R 17 ,
°Final]y, I am not ronvinced that. state legisiatures generaily wouid
al]ocate increased tui ion revenue to student financia] assistance
VIf they did not,- the result would mean not only that the inequities
of student access would continue, but aiso that there would be eVen.
less overall revenue to postsecondary education and a reduction of

middle class'enroilments

I be]ieve that’ equaiity of access: is a sociai concern of high national priority
_and that it should be addressed by federa] initiatives The" federal govern- -
N ment should promote equality of access to postsecondary education through
| work/study programs and grants and loans to students and -to institutions,
‘enab]ing both full time and part time students from low—income and midd]e- .

1ncome families to enroli in and complete appropriate postsecondary education

‘programs.




. "‘_1 )

'°The evidence suggests that factors other than iow income are greater e

°The Basic Educationai Opportunity Grants Program, if”fuliv"ﬁunded,‘
R

LS " »
. -

e should be an effective vehicie for promotin\““gual acceSs e

deterrents to equaiity of access For. exampie high schooi curricuia

choice and family background are mOre significant.» 1 suggest, '

therefore, supplementing direct student grants with grants to-institu—

tions tied to the student grant reCipients b) income ievél I believe -

this would prov1de the incentive and- the. resources for institutionss

‘to overcome nonfinancial barriers to equa]ity of access .

= L 4

o
, . . . vy
¢’. : - I

For exampie I wot\d reconmend for each BEOG recipient from famiiies .

with incomes unde

3 supp]ementai grant of $100. under $15 000, a suppfementai grant of

$50, under $20 OOD\ a suppiementaJ grant of $25
Lo T o -f :
] - P ST

'l

An especiaily aggregsive polzcy toward equaiity of access might tie

R

iarge institutio al grants to students by idcomeilevei (with the

undeistanding that idstitutions couid use some of the funds for student R

financial assistance) Such a poiicy I believe wou]d be more effective;;:.f‘iff

in motivating institutions to recruit, admit ‘and provide cpeciai
services to 1ow—income students than wou]d a combination of direct |
student assistance and supplementai grants to institutions.ﬁrlt has

the disadvantage, however, that dnstitutiohs might not\necessariiy

o .

$5, 000, a supp]emental grant of 5200, under $10 000, ‘

4
6

‘.‘ ‘k
LRI

treat students with equa] financi\i need in an equitabie way. 5,;<i””




- and a tered to: .

l-‘fRemove the flnancial needs test for adjusted family income atA “ .
T N | IR
e j levels $18, 000 and less._“‘f; DA ~_-gs B s & :

i

» 2.’.Provide interest subsidy during enrpllment on. loans to all 1’j~ Coennn

“‘.students from families with adJusted income levels $18.000 and

e L 3 e »

Aunder. ; . L '- S co I o
“pgggnilncrease“the.loan limdt to $2 500 per academic year. ?f ng[ ‘ i

o k\s"a;. Encoarage the development of institutional and bank reJationships @_7 .

‘ -.that will provide 1ncentives to promote the,effective operation .

B , i -
J,f;_»" of the loan program facilitate collections, and reduce unreason- -‘, ;
o ,able default rates.‘,,“ _fx\\ o ;N R IR
¥ l '_ S R L . ) N . B SN »‘ AR : : ; ,‘.;'

z , ‘ _ ST SRS 5 REAL

-5‘V.z\ °Nork/stud§ subsidies should be continued as a companion program to ’¥;Tk3

' grants and loans. T /,/ o i Af e ' iil:s.flktrt;

o' . v, ‘ N : : ‘, /// . o L l.‘ o O I '>_. ‘,:’,A,~ :

°Recognizing the great impact of the veterans educational benefits |
on. access and jndirectly on the fihancing of postsecondary education, .
Gthe federal government should plan increases in the BaSIc Educational b
ry,-nfoppqgtunity Grants Program to offset the losses in equality of student ) f

= access that will result-as veterans enefits are phased Out. e j éff,“

A .
\~

. 'The Preservation of Private Inst1tutions.5 Nhile p ivate institutions have T

’

‘ continued .grow in overall enrollment \their enrollments have declined ~\;f‘i-ij'

‘llff}f:steadily in proportion to all higher edueatjon enrollments.{ Rising costs {}j?li
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| faster than thsir public counterparts, creating what Cbmmonly has become A *;;fo;;7f’ -
‘:irknown as the “tuition gap." This phenomenon is believed to be a principal «f:?'-;7 o
cause of t#e current decline in enrollments among private institutions.

:p*féifurther reducing thetr share of total enrollments. There i considerable
‘“!,:jconcern that this sqen might result in the closing of significant numbers J;?l'f‘i

'*igof private institutions., The«proponents of public tuition iqireases 1ndicate?¥}fﬁ}fi
: that such action would redu‘e the tthion gap and imprnve the private . 5
*hsgit“t1°”s °°mPetit1V9 tUltiOﬂ Posltlon.; Studies do- show th7t student }]"iik

if;gw enrollment response to relative price changessamong institutional types would

positively affect privete institution enrollments.i e

Nhﬂe 1 agree with the character of the problem and acknowledge the feasibility
» of the solut?on proposed. I disagree with the approach because dﬁ’my strong ;7;,;ff?2;
f.f{fefeelings about the reasons for Tow tuition ahd because the. tuition gap o

k :efi_Problem can be addresSed by lowering private institution tuitions through a jfif}ff’fg
?;varietv of mechanisms .,I,believe that net\tuition in private institutions o
‘étshou]d*be reduced as rapidly as possiblqpsd that the range of private net
:’r;ftuition is lowered frmn the 1971-72 level of 2 5 to 4 5 times to a level of ‘
”fftf;fl 5 to 3 5 times that of net tuition in public f0ur-year colleges and univer-;177f
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shouid be considered in pianning the basic institutionai capabi]ity
;,?:. B i ! ?equired in each state ‘ States shouid consider seriously the
S ?: provision of financiai support to, private institutions in recognition : 5," e
- ‘"f’of this pubiic service.' In &ses where enroiiments are stil expanding, o

' 3{ “assistance to private institutions may be in fact 1ess expensive to - |
;{ﬁg(ifi:;} ff'h.the state than providing public institutionai capacity 'd?r" :i')/‘?'
e T , o | £ /.

°Modificationr:f;}he Basic Educationai Opportunity Grant Progiam, as
3
iqdicated earlier, to remove the de facto barriers io participation

- in this program by;§tudents attending private inst\tutions t‘~f iy
4/ ‘ A ."‘, e 5 ~,-‘ i ;ﬂi,velw Lo
L °Modif1tati0n of the guaranteed student loan progr&m. as deSC”bed ,
’ff',g:,~ k ‘ ear]ier "j'if‘ 'p Jt ’ 'i“"‘,;~i:“ 'i\‘ ’h;h, : .,a _vh" o - e, ;;~f
j?,z o \ e ;,'jggntinued;efforts;to'effect productivityhﬁains~in aJ: institutiOnSf j’ﬁi
o LT g S e T rr. T g : x“,;;,,;;u»,ﬁ* -
[ﬁt Reform and Innovation.‘ A majo\sitem of concern in the abrupt transition o f

f from the 1960 s to the 70 s is reform and innovation. Every major report

7Jf;on postsecondary education and aimost every conference regarding po]icy
'?prints to- rising costs, the need for fleaibie and satisfying iearning

opportunities, the need for curricuiar reievance,,Land the need for productivkty

| ?;hgains in the educationai process. -
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| “\ if not for ie\s money, at ieast not for more money There is the feeiing

'that if we Just systematize andg - standardize we can be more efficient and

‘
.

at the same time provide more fiexibie creative and ﬁmaginative arrangements"

(_\
*

- fér learning. .- ) . ‘
e ‘ o .

e

-

. ¥

',These notions have generated iots of talk--nostiy "yes it wili,“ “no, it
\;won t" debates--and a few pioneering experiments and rese%rch efforts--i
’innovatiVe institutions ‘and programs, fundingbprograms in support of better
'cteaching, and programs designed to improve management, resource ai]ocation, |
" and- po]icy decision making in higher education. But current evidence suggests_ ,“.QQ
thg:e combined efforts have had little effect on the totai problem and c]eariy L

the %aiis for reform are Youd and vigorous : o ‘,, o ,ﬂ,w,l,-;“}“"wrﬂ,yif

.. S g

) . e * . S : *
. N [ -
! . . T

‘:Pere I an compeiied to inserf’one somewhat irreievant but'1 feei important i 7;‘»;ih;
'hnote. Our critics (very often our supportive-critics) want increased credit- i
-:hour production, individuaiized instruction. higher student satisfaction,ﬁ g;f‘:*~\ r
. jgreater reievaqpe and competency based 1earning, aiﬂ for iess money ~ There ,'faf{fé\”
is iittie evidbnce that aii of these highiy commendable desires are mutuaily
“'fsupportive.‘ For exampie some of us have been studying the outputs of higher
; ,’education very hard oniy to find that programs which increase ayodUctivity _
Eéicfin the quantitative sense oftep decrease prbductivity in the quaiitative ;*: jf-;':f;f»
~‘ffsense._ Of\course not aii of the evidence is in. Cieariy we must find

'z

f'iban appsqpr‘fte‘baiance among conflicting, though commendabie, ObieCtiVes»



- The methods of promoting reform and innovation are. of c0urse, a matter of
some debate. Promoters of higher public tuitaon also advocate increased
flow of funds through the student, a plan designed to give students Qreater
,1opportunity to "vote with their feet " This course would provide incentive
T to institutions to be mQre responsive to student des1res and theoretically f?
8 would be an: incentiVe to the desired reform, assuming that students know - ;ép;:;

A what reforms they want and are good judges of what should be.

. ;\
‘- o N3 .

Ly j':~ 1 concne.thdt students may have a desirable impact on reform and innoVation, s
SEEE but 1 do not conCur that funds necessarily must flow through the students e
R ;to achieve that end S it

. s
» . A “
o

It is pos51ble to get the same effect by linking appropriations to institu-’; :
"tions to enrollments. For example, state fUnds to institutions (public and
ﬂh:'private) in support of 1nstructional services and to instructional programs k
TR T {fwithin institutions should be linked closely, but not exclusively, to enroll—_;i;

5i.”;t‘_;if’ments as a. means of encouraging institutions to respond to student demand. o
o -That is, the institutions and program& that attract the students sh0uld get o
| ethe Suppgft. ’. g e ,' o - _ ' :

avEl
RS
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) -,‘ s- °Recognizing the advantages ‘to be gained by eLononies of scaie, '“ =S

: 4 cooperative sharirg of resources, and the fayorabie changing attitudes ’ ,

"’ iiof institutions and states reiative to coope ation, the federa] yf | 3  _;;c
_’ government shouid review, update, and fund ilgis]ation‘to stimuiate o ff
| cooperative networks and‘tent' - - ;

soopraive rebrks Tl
g L ‘ e S } RS

°The federai goyernment{shouid act aiso to prohote a stabiiity of . ff;f
financing postsecondary education hy . adopting some general guide1ines

‘ for shared financing resp0n51b111ty and by appropriating\federai funds i

' ’
4

R &
sufficientiy in advance of disbursement to a]iow students, instifutions

and states to‘pian.effectiveiy.'

-

infiation rate. o R ~1s_§.,

IR

‘n~;°Institutions and systems of postsecondary education. individu i]y and ;iggff»;f

co]iective]y, shou]d respond‘positiveiy to the row pubiic expectationsffd;vi7~f7*

L accountabthy. Such efforts should inc]hde.

o i,jaDeveioping methods of communicating cost information to iaym“,igfézsﬂfjﬂ;fsf?

- fFfso they can understand it.;

e ; e T

t?; »Determinfng and communicating what the outputs or Vaiues added of




" 5 of support the na?ion s iong range research capacity and the capacity te
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] 4, Modifying aiiocation of resources to rurricuiar and discipiine .-

areas to respond to concerns for relevance., S ‘.' . -_l“‘ p'ii

e

Modifying the edacationai process to enhance the abiiity of

: . *- ~N
1ndiv1duals to 1earn. o = 3 e T

[ %
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v;Research and Graduate EducatiOn. Research and gr uate education is a major 0 o

l‘caused b9 ,'i"‘;";ai;f‘_vf Q,_ E ,';#\;7f‘,‘- o i*:r, »~an',7

The issue is not one of whether priorities shouid change or whether there

\
area. of c0ncern in the, tranSition from the 1960 é o the 70 S. - his is

L
-

.+ °Uinderemployment and unemployment of doctorai'degree'hdiders;';'i"~ e

,;"t‘s.’ )

et

u[f °Changingfnat60nai_prioritiesffor;reSearch and manpowérf'

. ;;9Dec]ining;enr0i1mentstﬂif,;Tf;‘:.i o

e °Reductioniof federal supportifpr}researeh~and graduateféducatioﬁ; ?? L

shouid ‘a reasonable match between manpower needs and.manpower training,_,
but of how to maintain, during a time of changing priorities and reduction

BRAes

produce highly trained manpower. Research and graduate edu6ation capabi]ities f;i;

are not bui}t °Ver"19ht' T° iet them iapse a"dklthen to restove them when we e




Jj.Postsecondarx_Versus Higher Educaﬁig_};5’Congresthas acted;to‘ihciUdeia75£‘

S #

Accordingly, the federai government should support seiectively, through

direct institutionai grants and\ ontracts and aid to graduate students.

r
high-quaiity research and graduate education in order to deve]op thebnation §«

.,A'
4

and priority. T?,_ R _‘[,” 1 ‘; - o

W Ve

E < °Federai support for basic research sh0uid grow. as ‘a. minimum, at- -5
L 7 %

the same rate as’ the growth of GNP based on the reiationship between
T R : coa :

the two in fiscai 1972 v

“ \ [
. .

°Federai support for institutionai researCh capacity anq for sdpport s

of graduate education whi]e adJustihg to the priorities\a d leveis

"fstates and maJor research universities. a sustained capabiiity to ’

S

1 ‘o;Arespond effectively to nationai research needs {',s“» .
s °The federai government shpuid support. through institutional and,
fi as appropriate student grants. a iimited number of high priority

’ i

& professiona] fie]ds of study and training that are iinked directiy

to national needs and concerns.,f‘f B

Blang .

R Lo

"L. : of basic research support, shouid assure. in cooperation with the ;ﬁ '

}°~,fhost of “nonco]legiate“ institution Tinyfederai financing arrangements and

AR inteiiectual resources and to identify and resoive probiems of . national concern




S °N1th shortages of resources. wii] sharing them across more institutions L

‘ and more students only compound financial problems and 1ncrease - f .

COmpetition? ,’“ '

..o

*

: °Shouid institutions that offer such specialized Job~oriented programs

be considered for financial support on the same basis as traditionaliy

ia

: accredited institutions? o S
B p - " e E ,,“:;_-ﬁ_ : ," "~_- .

R | Y : gl |

o °Are ethica] problems involved because most of the noncoilegiate institu-,~

o tions are ptofit-making?

. °Are StUde“ts getting 90Q§ 1Q$truCtion? How Can the consumer be éfffpfﬁ '

v protected from abuses in thase 1nst1tutions?

| f~?1_Ihe,eyidencefshom;.that‘thésé;institutfﬁhS:ﬂfk?*
| i °0ffer programs desired by students, though often at prices higher than

those at puhﬁic 1nst1tutiohs offering the same programs.;‘_f!’5;~u;;3;;1i,

~“ -, °Respond rapidly to demands of students for specialized job training..
" °Are improving ‘accrediting and- consumeprotecuonaangemen}s L

RS L LS



Ne miist’ enéourage the recognition of iearning wherever it takes piace--in
pubiic or private, profi or nonprofit settings ,} : '
v Ne shou]d develop financing arrangements consistent with the profit—making

status of many of these institutions, permitting students~who seek education s

in. these settings to receﬁve financ1a1 assistance if necessary 9f d | ',;‘~f3*f;
| afPTinte Resppnsibilities.( Phi]anthropic Support of Postsecondary Educat1on, _] _,?.5.f
- [Philanthropic SUDPOrt for higher education historicai]y has been strong and - "}3g§i§
,’jAconSistent As we move toward a. broader concept of postsecondary education,; f e

”with an increasing portion of the enterprise turning pubiic there may be

i f~fa tendency for private sources to assume that pub]ic funds wi]i do the job.,l;,ﬁyn'

‘MvHowever, funds from private sources are especial]y 1mportant&for they ar 5
“'-,often undedicateo providing programming f]exibi]itl that adds varying texture jfi}‘aff
to the qualities of 1earning experiences avai]able Very often these Sources .
of funds provide for the extra character of the course or program that strikes
k:f a responsive chord in students, not oniy improVing their iearning experience,fiyﬂ,g

G but a]so increasing their retention POW@T-- According]y f?f@itfr7ffhyli;)ﬁ
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Uf'°Aiumn1,efoundations, organizations, ‘and individqa]s shou]d expand phi]an—ffi

i thropic contributions to both pub]ic and private 1nstitutions.;e;,f»g',;ifﬁg
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‘°Contributors to postseeondary education fhould be encouraged to include.
unrestricted gifts in their donations ﬁermitting maximum flexibility.

‘ in the use of such income and preserving institutional .ntegrit/. -

T e L T kkk ok K ke

-Qw Nhat will this all cost? About the same amount as proposals by the Carnegie

Ta

o L]

- ‘f}”"aﬂclng Of Postsecondary Education.‘

;;f eally believe thevnecessary additional resources will be forthcomingfdw"

'f._i57$o we can deal with these problems? The curren popular opinion and my'_‘?*;fi‘i

i}?ll‘; lfi*impressions of the reports of the Carnegie commission and the Committee for
£ "liiEconomic Development views are that we cannot expgct. significant increases

i public Support for postsecondary education., Indeed the National Ci_'f_jf?f

'l,sion has acknowledged that the share of state revenues allocated to pog o

fitlsecondary education has declined recently. This trend is not likely tobe -
: ”‘*“Pversed if basic attitudes and priorities continue,; However, these “redic-~

_ . itiohs were made at a time when data were not yet available to show 7 eneral
L BNl
& increase in state revenues and an increase in state appropriationszfor‘—‘ :

dlfftngcpostsecondary education. even though the appropriations still were a ! ip;l_k_ ,
E ifdeclining portion of total state revenues Further, the predictions were 3“:9“53

‘”ﬁmade at a. time‘when,the 'nergy crisis was not widely anticipate s and .

nCommission.: For those who would like a close approximation, 1 would refer_ (',-ff7i*'7

you to Plan D in Chapter 7 af the report of the National Commission on theiﬂﬂp};¢,g""



f’l‘education o;ght to be, ho it shouid serve ~and how_ it shouid do so._yn

. about changes, but rather expects the experts to cause changes. Since chanqeT
\ ,7:_has not occurred in accordance w1th the peopie s expectations. based 0n '
: ‘b'j informatibn that wiil expiain to them why what we cUrrentiy are doing is

'fiftwouid be better.. : 'Eﬁ’ f;,.“v‘ ['ﬁF* f:;ts;-f,';ff[ﬁji#a~§lqy.f=;3%?ﬂifii

 thase of us\intimateiy invoived in the process, about what postsecondary ;_1‘ T;:pf{f
. The pub]ic recongnizes its iack of expertise and does not feei it shouid bring'i fﬁ

e,f]imited inf0rmation avaiiabﬂe to tbem, they increasihgiy are asking fom

. . . : »
.. e . [

vwhiie l cannot speculate on the vagaries of the economy. 1 am*somewhat more
?optimistic than most acknowledged experts abE“t the ability of postsecondary _
o education to obtain a reasonabie share of the pubiic resources avaiiabie )
‘ 'iL‘I believe the American peopie and their elected representatives genuinely ;[',e
' t-isupport postsecondary education. They see the need for it and want it

'; adequateiy supported However, they often are very vocai, and at odds with ‘ »

'LQ :

kr,right and worthy of their support and what other things couid be done that

}i,-of postsecondary ed!éjti°" can be improved by (1) bringing about changes in;'

'“'7§;‘postsecondary education consistent with pubiic expectatiOns, or (2) providing

“~jinformation that demonstrates the vaiue and efficiency of postsecondary

a;;educatiOn or (3) b0th of the above, -‘i?fﬂft
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' He aii have taiked about how we wouid iike to b%come involved in meaningful

5 - . ' - - . v - § t N : ; PP Bind
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_reform and innovatiOn Neli our opportuniyy has come. The demand for

. L . \ “
_ reform is here. = e - -g N
" ™ /\

- ;we ali nave taiked ahout how e WOuid iike to have opportunities tg work 55.55453ff153
: ff'out exciting cooperative ventures. The enroliment picture suggests that =
3»»we now have a meanindfui setting in which to fu]fiii those desires. LN

.5-, i R : ) ) ’ , £ X

;‘CQThese new conditiODS. I believe provide us with #n opportunity to better ,
7understand the 1ntricacies of the learning process The gains of the 1950's‘x;

’and 60 s were in quantity The gains of the 1970*5 and 80 s, 1 beiieve, j{'g}?

W“‘ be QUalitative This gives us. cause for optimism. rf;~1~f
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